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Coupling to the environment typically
suppresses quantum properties of physi-
cal systems via decoherence mechanisms.
This is one of the main obstacles in prac-
tical implementations of quantum proto-
cols. In this work we show how deco-
herence effects can be reversed/suppressed
during quantum teleportation in a net-
work scenario. Treating the environment
quantumly, we show that under a gen-
eral pure dephasing coupling, performing a
second teleportation step can probabilisti-
cally reverse the decoherence effects if cer-
tain commutativity conditions hold. This
effect is purely quantum and most pro-
nounced for qubit systems, where in 25% of
instances the decoherence can be reversed
completely. As an example, we show the
effect in a physical model of a qubit regis-
ter coupled to a bosonic bath. We also ana-
lyze general d-dimensional systems, identi-
fying all instances of decoherence suppres-
sion. Our results are proof-of-concept but
we believe will be relevant for the emerg-
ing field of quantum networks as telepor-
tation is the key building block of network
protocols.

1 Introduction
The role of the environment and decoherence in
quantum systems has been a subject of inten-
sive studies due to its great importance for both
fundamental understanding of the quantum the-
ory [1, 2, 3] and for practical implementations of
various landmark quantum effects [4, 5, 6, 7, 8],
which we believe will lead to novel technolog-
ical developments. One of such landmark ef-
fects is the widely-known quantum state telepor-
tation. It relies on quantum entanglement as a
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resource for transmitting an unknown quantum
state from one particle to another via a well de-
fined protocol. Since its discovery [9], quantum
teleportation has been extensively studied theo-
retically, e.g. in [10, 11, 12, 13, 14], and demon-
strated experimentally [15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20].
It has become especially important recently due
to its fundamental role for the emerging quan-
tum networks [21, 22]. One of the real-life chal-
lenges in the practical implementation of tele-
portation is the inevitable coupling to the envi-
ronment and the resulting decoherence. The en-
tangled resource, necessary for establishing the
teleportation channel, is especially sensitive to
decoherence because entanglement requires some
level of non-locality, i. e. coherences between dis-
tinct states of two completely distinguishable par-
ticles, and non-local phase relations are always
more fragile than local ones, since they are easier
to distinguish for the environment. This moti-
vated more realistic studies of quantum teleporta-
tion with noisy, non-ideal entanglement resources
[10, 11, 12, 13]. The role of the environment has
been analyzed e.g. in [11, 12], showing, as one
would expect, its detrimental influence on the
teleportation fidelity. However, this does not al-
ways have to be so and we can take advantage
of the quantum nature of the interactions to sup-
press decoherence.

In this work we show how to reverse detrimen-
tal effects of coupling to the environment during
teleportation. In particular, we demonstrate that
repeating a noisy teleportation, i.e. performing a
second non-ideal teleportation process coupled to
the environment, can, under certain general con-
ditions, probabilistically reverse the decoherence
effects instead of accumulating them. This coun-
terintuitive effect is purely quantum and based
on a fully quantum treatment of the environment.
In particular, we assume a realistic coupling via a
pure dephasing interaction [23, 24, 25, 26], which
appears in many physical systems, e.g. a spin
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coupled to a bosonic bath. The effect is most pro-
nounced for the lowest dimensional quantum sys-
tems, i.e. spin-1/2 or qubits, where we show that
in 25% of the instances, the second teleportation
completely purifies the teleported state, resulting
in a perfect copy of the input state. For higher
dimensional systems, the effect is still there but
less pronounced.

This decoherence reversal effect has been un-
noticed before since environments’ influence has
been usually modeled with the help of quantum
channels or other methods operating only at the
level of the reduced density matrix of the system
of interest [10, 11, 12, 13]. The problem with this
treatment is that it effectively reduces the envi-
ronment to a source of noise, which as turns out is
not always sufficient for a description of its effects.
A fully quantum inclusion of the environment, on
the other hand, has lead to such experimentally
important decoherence reversal techniques as the
spin echo (see e.g. [27, 28, 29, 30]) and dynam-
ical decoupling [31, 32, 33, 34]. In the case of
teleportation, purely quantum treatment of the
environment was analyzed in [35], where the tele-
portation of correlations with the environment in
a cyclic protocol where studied, but the reversal
effects were not noticed.

2 Purifying teleportation protocol.

We first consider a spin-1/2 system, composed of
three particles (qubits): A in an unknown state
|ψ〉 to be teleported and BC prepared initially in
a maximally entangled state (the entanglement
resource). The environment E is included in the
quantum description and we initialize the whole
system in the state:

σ(0) = |ψ〉A〈ψ| ⊗ |Φ+〉BC〈Φ+| ⊗R(0), (1)

where
|ψ〉A = α|0〉+ β|1〉 (2)

is the state to be teleported, |Φ+〉 ≡ 1/
√

2(|00〉+
|11〉) is one of the Bell states in some chosen basis
|0〉, |1〉, and R(0) is an arbitrary state of the envi-
ronment. The particular choice of the Bell state
is irrelevant for the idea and we have chosen |Φ+〉
only for definiteness’ sake (the remaining choice
of |Ψ±〉 is analyzed in Appendix B). The interac-
tion with the environment is modeled via a gen-

Figure 1: The two-step teleportation protocol along a
chain allowing for purification. a) Initialization and the
action of decoherence on the entangled resource BC.
The state to be teleported is |ψ〉A. b) Bell measurement
on qubits AB, followed by the teleportation A → C
and a feed-forward of the Bell measurement outcome
γ to qubits A′B′. c) Initialization of qubits A′B′ in
the Bell state |Ψγ〉, corresponding to the measurement
outcome in the previous step, followed by the action of
decoherence on A′B′. d) The second, final teleportation
C → A′.

eral pure decoherence (dephasing) dynamics:

Hdec =
∑

i,j=0,1
|ij〉〈ij| ⊗ Vij , (3)

where Vij = V †ij are some observables on the envi-
ronment E. The resulting evolution is controlled
by the two-qubit state:

U(τ) =
∑

i,j=0,1
|ij〉〈ij|⊗wij(τ), wij(τ) ≡ e−iτVij .

(4)
This is a very general formalism that can describe
any source of pure dephasing: entangling or sep-
arable [36], with or without a self Hamiltonian of
the environment in Vij , systems interacting with
the same or separate environments, Markovian
and non-Markovian etc.

The two-step noisy teleportation procedure [35]
is constructed as follows; see Fig. 1. The decoher-
ence process (4) acts for some time τ on qubits
BC, coupling them with the environment. As
mentioned before, we assume that the decoher-
ence affects only the entangled resource as it is
more sensitive than a single system (see e.g. [37]).
Afterwards, following the standard teleportation
procedure, a two qubit Bell measurement is per-
formed on AB and depending on the measure-
ment outcome, the appropriate corrective unitary
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operation is applied to the qubit C. This con-
cludes the first step. The outcome, conditioned
on the Bell measurement result, is:

σγ(τ) = |Ψγ〉AB〈Ψγ | ⊗ ρ(γ)
CE(τ). (5)

Here |Ψγ〉AB denotes the Bell state that was mea-
sured. The state of CE depends on the measure-
ment result γ as the corrective unitary operations
are applied to C only and leave the environment
part alone. This leads to an effective outcome-
dependent permutation on the E side:

ρ
(γ)
CE(τ) =

∑
j,j′=0,1

ψjψ
∗
j′ |j〉〈j′| ⊗Rj⊕m,j′⊕m (6)

where ψk are from eq. (2), Rij =
wii(τ)R(0)w†jj(τ) are matrices on the envi-
ronment (which in principle can be very large),
⊕ denotes the addition modulo 2, and m = 0 for
|Φ±〉 outcomes and m = 1 for |Ψ±〉. Obviously
without decoherence ρCE(τ) would be a product
state ρCE(τ) = |ψ〉C〈ψ| ⊗ R(0), but in the
presence of decoherence (4), the state (6) gets
correlated, possibly entangled [36, 38]. This, as
expected, alters the state of the qubit C, which
for γ = Φ± reads:

%C(τ) =
(
|α|2 αβ∗c(τ)

α∗βc∗(τ) |β|2

)
, (7)

where

c(τ) ≡ TrE [w†11(τ)w00(τ)R(0)] (8)

is a decoherence factor between the states |00〉,
|11〉 (for γ = Ψ±, factors c(τ) and c∗(τ) are in-
terchanged; see Appendix A for details). Deco-
herence clearly affects the fidelity F1 = 〈ψ|%C |ψ〉
between the teleported state (7) and the original
state (2):

F1(τ) = 1− 2|αβ|2 [1− Re [c(τ)]] . (9)

We note that the ideal decoherence, c(τ) = 0,
leads to Fmin = 1 − 2|αβ|2, which is in general
greater than zero as we are only destroying the
coherences in (7) and that is not enough to make
(7) orthogonal to (2).

We now perform the second noisy teleporta-
tion. We prepare the additional qubits A′B′ in
the Bell state corresponding to the first Bell mea-
surement outcome and this state will serve as
the entanglement resource for the teleportation.

Thus the initial state for the second step is of the
form (5) but with the resource prepared on a new
system to propagate the state further rather than
coming back to the original qubit A like it was in
[35]:

σ′γ(τ) = |Ψγ〉A′B′〈Ψγ | ⊗ ρ(γ)
CE(τ). (10)

The decoherence process (4) is assumed to cou-
ple to the same environment and last for the same
time τ as in the first teleportation and this is cru-
cial for our protocol. This is of course an idealized
situation, but we are concerned with a proof-of-
principle here, investigating how much suppres-
sion is theoretically possible. Coupling to the
same environment can be a good approximation
to the situations when the nodes are close enough
compared to the effective range of the interaction
with the environment. Robustness with respect
to small time mismatches will be discussed be-
low. We assume that decoherence again affects
the entangled resource A′B′ as the most sensitive.
After measuring qubits B′C in the Bell basis, we
apply a correction unitary to A′ but this time the
unitaries depend not only on the result of the sec-
ond Bell measurement, but also on the first one as
the latter determines the entanglement resource
in (5); see Appendix A. The final state of A′ de-
pends now on the measurement outcomes in both
steps but is the same for either sign of |Φ±〉AB
and of |Ψ±〉AB in (5), reducing the number of all
possibilities to four. For |Φ±〉AB in (5), the sec-
ond decoherence process will again be governed
by the w00(τ), w11(τ) and the state of A′ will be
given by (7) but with c(τ) replaced by (derived
in the Appendix A):

CΦ(τ) ≡ TrE [w†211(τ)w2
00(τ)R(0)], (11)

CΨ(τ) ≡ TrE [w†11(τ)w†00(τ)w11(τ)w00(τ)R(0)],
(12)

depending on the result of the second Bell mea-
surement. CΦ, CΨ correspond, respectively, to
|Φ±〉 and |Ψ±〉. An interesting effect happens for

[w11(τ), w00(τ)] = 0, (13)

when
CΨ(τ) = TrER(0) = 1 (14)

strictly and irrespectively of any other param-
eters. Thus, for those instances when |Ψ±〉 is
measured, the second noisy teleportation actu-
ally purifies the state (7) back to the initial form
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instead of adding more noise as it is the case for
|Φ±〉 measurements.

This does not happen for outcomes |Ψγ〉AB =
|Ψ±〉AB of the first measurements as then the de-
coherence factors read:

C ′Φ(τ) ≡ TrE [w†00(τ)w†01(τ)w10(τ)w11(τ)R(0)],
(15)

C ′Ψ(τ) ≡ TrE [w†00(τ)w†10(τ)w01(τ)w11(τ)R(0)],
(16)

and no commutativity condition can make it
equal to unity for all τ . It is easy to check that the
probabilities of each of the four possible outcomes
(11), (12), (15), (16) are all equal to 1/4. Thus,
the purifying teleportation (14) happens in 25%
of the cases. The the statistical state at the end
of our protocol %A′f (τ) is the mixture with equal
weights 1/4 of the conditional states correspond-
ing to the each set of the measurement outcomes
(see Appendix A). Its fidelity with respect to the
original state (2) is given by the average:

F2(τ) = 1− 2|αβ|2 [1− Re [Cav(τ)]] , (17)

where

Cav(τ) ≡ 1
4
[
1 + CΦ(τ) + C ′Φ(τ) + C ′Ψ(τ)

]
.

(18)
In many interesting situations, like the one de-
scribed below, all the C(τ)-factors in (9) and
(18) tend asymptotically to zero with τ . Then
the presence of the constant factor 1/4 in (18)
causes F2 > Fmin asymptotically and as a result
F2 > F1. Thus the purifying effect reveals itself
not only in postselected events but also in the
average state.

It is clear how the purifying effect propagates
down a network: After a third teleportation there
will be instances when the decoherence is reduced
to single-step values, after a fourth teleportation
there will again appear complete reversals, and
so on.

The commutativity condition (13) is not as re-
strictive as it may seem. Obviously it is satisfied
when the environmental observables in (3) com-
mute: [Vij , Vkl] = 0, which includes such a funda-
mentally important case [2] as H ≈ A⊗V , where
A, V are some observables on the system and
the environment respectively. Let us also briefly
address the question of robustness, leaving more
detailed analysis to a future work. First of all,

decoherence factors CΨ(τ), CΦ(τ) are continuous
functions of Vij , R(0), and τ and thus small vari-
ations in these parameters will lead to small vari-
ations of the coefficients. As an example let us
examine a small time mismatch. Assuming for
simplicity [V00, V11] = 0, which ensures (13) for
all times, we obtain:

|CΨ(τ1, τ2)|2 = |TrE [w11(∆τ)w00(−∆τ)R(0)]|2

≈ 1−∆τ2〈∆(V11 − V00)2〉 ≈ e−∆τ2〈∆(V11−V00)2〉,

(19)

so that to the lowest order, the departure from
the ideal canceling (14) decays quadratically with
∆τ = τ2 − τ1 and with the rate controlled by the
variance of (V11 − V00) in the initial state R(0).

3 Spin register example
We consider a well known model of a two-qubit
register coupled to a bosonic bath (see e.g. [37]),
described by the Hamiltonian:

H =
∑
m=1,2

σ
(m)
z

2 ⊗
∑
k

(gmka†k + g∗mkak) +
∑
k

Hk,

(20)
where σ

(m)
z are the m-th qubit z-axis Pauli

matrices, ak, a
†
k are the k-th mode annihila-

tion and creation operators, gmk are complex
coupling constants, and Hk = ωka

†
kak. Here

Vij =
∑
k(εig1ka

†
k + εjg2ka

†
k + h.c. + Hk), where

εi = ∓1/2 for i = 0, 1 respectively. Although
[Vij , Vlm] 6= 0, one checks that condition (13) is
satisfied: [w11, w00] = 0 (also [w01, w10] = 0 as
any other pair with co-linear ε, ε′). Assuming
the initial state of the environment to be thermal,
R(0) = 1/Ze−β

∑
k
Hk , with the inverse tempera-

ture β, the decoherence factor (8) has been found
in e.g. [37, 39]:

ln c(τ) =

− 2
∞∫
0

dωJ(ω)1− cosωτ
ω2

(
1 + cosωt̄

)
coth ωβ2 ,

(21)

Here t̄ ≡ k|r1 − r2|/ω is the time-of-flight be-
tween the qubit positions, assuming that gmk =
gke
−krm , which is the case e.g. for the electro-

magnetic bath in the dipole approximation. Fur-
ther assuming the spectral density of the form
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Figure 2: [Color online] Example of purifying telepor-
tation in the spin-boson model. Red solid line shows
the single-step fidelity (9) and green, thick solid line
the two-step average fidelity (17) as functions of deco-
herence duration τ . Time τ is plotted in cutoff units
Λ−1, temperature is set to T = 1/10Λ, time-of-flight
t̄ = 3Λ−1, and Ohmicity parameter is s = 3. Initial
state (2) is chosen with α = β = 1/

√
2. The plot of

(9) shows a well known recoherence impulse at τ = t̄
but asymptotically it decays to a value lower than the
assymptotic of (17). Thus, for long enough duration
τ of the decoherence processes, the second application
of decoherence + teleportation actually increases the fi-
delity of the output state w.r.t. the one-step process. To
better visualize how it happens, we plot all the compo-
nents of (17), each entering with the equal weight of
1/4: Black dotted line corresponds to the partial fidelity
associated with CΦ(τ), dashed-dotted line to both fac-
tors (22), and the dashed line to the constant term (14).
Both CΦ(τ)- and C ′Φ,Ψ-dependent factors decay quickly
to Fmin = 1/2 as expected, but the presence of the con-
stant term makes final fidelity asymptoticaly higher than
the first-step fidelity. For short durations τ � Λ−1, the
situation is reversed and F2(τ) < F1(τ).

J(ω) = ω(ω/Λ)s−1e−ω/Λ, where Λ is the cut-off
frequency, the above integral can be calculated
analytically [39], but we will not need it here.
The factors CΦ, C

′
Φ, C

′
Ψ can be also calculated

(see Appendix C). Like c(τ), they are real and
read: lnCΦ(τ) = 4 ln c(τ),

lnC ′Φ(τ) = lnC ′Ψ(τ) (22)

= −4
∫
dωJ(ω)1− cosωτ

ω2 coth ωβ2 .

Note the absence of the time-of-flight t̄ above, in-
dicating collective decoherence, when the register
behaves like a single system [37]. Thus, after the
second step there are three types of decoherence
present: No decoherence (14), true 2-qubit de-
coherence (21), and collective decoherence (22).

Sample plots of the fidelities, corresponding to
those three processes, as well as the average fi-
delity (17) and the fidelity after the first telepor-
tation (9), are presented in Fig. 2. We see that
for short durations τ � Λ−1 of the decoherence
processes, teleportation fidelity after one step is
higher than after two steps as one would expect.
However, for a longer duration all the contribu-
tions to F2(τ) from CΦ, C

′
Φ, C

′
Ψ decay quickly to

Fmin, but the constant term due to (14) forces
that F2 > F1 after the initial transients, includ-
ing a propagation of an disturbance between the
qubits. Thus, in this example, the purifying ef-
fect of the second teleportation is present in the
statistical state too, if the decoherence duration
is long enough.

4 Generalization to dimension d

The generalized teleportation protocol is defined
by the following d2 measurement vectors and cor-
rection unitaries [9]:

|Ψnm〉 = 1√
d

d−1∑
j=0

e
2πijn
d |j, j ⊕m〉, (23)

Unm =
d−1∑
j=0

e
2πijn
d |j〉〈j ⊕m|, (24)

where n,m ∈ [0, d− 1], same as the basis indicies
j, j′, k, k′, · · · , and ⊕ is the addition modulo d.
We assume the following initial state:

σ(0) = |ψ〉A〈ψ| ⊗ |Ψ00〉BC〈Ψ00| ⊗R(0), (25)

where |ψ〉 =
∑d−1
j=0 ψj |j〉 and |Ψ00〉 =

1/
√
d
∑
j |jj〉. The final state after the two-step

teleportation reads (see Appendix D):

%A
′

mm′ =
∑
jj′

ψjψ
∗
j′C

mm′
jj′ |j〉〈j′|, (26)

where:

Cmm
′

jj′ (τ) =TrE [wj⊕M,j⊕M⊕mwj⊕m,j⊕mR(0)

× w†j′⊕m,j′⊕mw
†
j′⊕M,j′⊕M⊕m

]
(27)

are the decoherence factors between the levels
jj′, with m,m′ labeling the results of the first
and the second Bell measurements (the states
are independent of the n-indicies), and M =
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[d− (m⊕m′)]mod d. A detailed analysis found
in the Appendix D shows that under the commu-
tation condition [wii, wjj ] = 0, the decoherence
suppression/reduction happens only when m = 0
and has the following pattern: i) For every m′,
there will be d levels jj′ in the corresponding
state %0m′ (26), such that the decoherence fac-
tors (27) between them reduce to the one-step
form, i.e. like if only one decoherence process
has happened; ii) Additionally, when d is even,
the state corresponding to m′ = d/2 will have
d/2 of its coherences fully restored to the origi-
nal form like if no decoherence has happened at
all. These findings have two implications: a) us-
ing higher-d systems gives no advantage in terms
of noise cancellation/suppression in the network
scenario considered here; to the contrary, in rela-
tively less instances coherence losses can be sup-
pressed/reversed than for qubits; b) if higher-d
systems must be used for some reason, we pro-
vide the list of instances when the noise suppres-
sion happens.

5 Concluding remarks

We have presented a decoherence rever-
sal/suppression mechanism in the quantum
teleportation protocol, which allows to use quan-
tum nature of decoherence to our advantage.
Working in a quantum open systems framework,
we have studied a fully quantum teleportation
scheme, where the environment is modeled as a
quantum system, and shown that a repetition
of the teleportation protocol can, under suitable
conditions, reverse the detrimental decoherence
effects, or at least suppress them, instead of
accumulating. This rather counterintuitive effect
is due to the quantumness of the environment
and is probabilistic. That is, it is guaranteed
to occur when a certain measurement result is
obtained, in the same manner as it happens e.g.
in the famous Elitzur-Vaidman interaction-free
measurement [40]. It is also most visible for
the lowest dimensional quantum systems, which
reflects its highly non-classical nature: For
qubits there is a complete decoherence reversal
with probability 1/4 while for quitrits in 1/3
of the instances the decohrence reduces to the
single-step value.

Let us briefly discuss a connection to other
decoherence reversal and purification techniques.

Spin-echo (see e.g. [27] or [30] for a more rel-
evant exposition), is an experimental technique,
widely used to prolong coherence times. While
there are certain similarities, e.g. both proto-
cols rely on a two-step procedure and commu-
tativity of the conditional environmental evolu-
tions, there are fundamental differences. Firstly,
decoherence here is acting on physically distinct
systems in each step, while in the spin-echo it
acts on the same system. Secondly, and most
importantly, unlike the spin-echo, which is basi-
cally a single-system effect, purifying teleporta-
tion is a multipartite effect, which fully relies on
entanglement. The latter allows to shift deco-
herence effects from one system to another [35]
and opens the chance for their cancellation. Su-
perbroadcasting effect [41], is in turn a purifica-
tion effect, where N input copies of a sufficiently
mixed qubit state can be broadcasted in form of
correlated copies to M > N receivers, such that
each of the local states has greater purity, Tr%2,
than the initial state. The difference is that su-
perboradcasting assumes an inherent noise, which
must be present at the input, and transfers it to
correlations among the copies, purifying along a
Bloch vector, while purifying teleportation physi-
cally reduces the noise dynamically acquired from
the environment.

The significance of our effect is two-fold. First,
it shows how to improve the fidelity of a single
noisy teleportation – quite surprisingly by per-
forming a second one (this is most notable for
qubits, but also for other even-dimensional sys-
tems). But more interestingly it shows, at least
in theory, a way to mitigate teleportation noise in
quantum networks, where teleportation is the key
primitive for quantum information distribution.
By a proper design of the teleportation processes,
the noise can be reduced instead of accumulated
during multiple teleportations between the nodes.
Of course the practical issues must be first ad-
dressed. We have already briefly commented on
the time mismatch. Another important point is
the common environment. For the effect to hap-
pen there must be at least some overlap between
the environments in both steps and we expect the
magnitude of the effect will approach the theo-
retical bounds presented here with the growing
overlap. The common environment may be also
viewed as a condition on the physical node sep-
aration, i.e. that it is not too big compared to
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the effective interaction range, as we have already
mentioned. Other practical issues include possi-
ble difference in the coupling observables and the
neglected decoherence of the individual particles.
We leave those important questions for a future
work.
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A The two-step teleportation procedure
We present the details of the two-step teleportation; see Fig. 1. We initialize the whole system in the
state:

σ(0) = |ψ〉A〈ψ| ⊗ |Φ+〉BC〈Φ+| ⊗R(0), (28)

and then apply the decoherence process (4) to BCE.
Then the standard teleportation procedure is performed: A joint measurement in the Bell basis
|Φ±〉, |Ψ±〉 on the qubits AB followed by a corrective unitary operation of qubit C, conditioned on the
measurement outcome. For completeness we recall this by now famous set of unitaries:

UΦ+ = 1, UΦ− = σz, UΨ+ = σx, UΨ− = iσy. (29)

Consequently, the post-teleportation states of the whole system (each obtained with probability 1/4)
are given by:

σΦ(τ) = |Φ±〉〈Φ±| ⊗
(
|α|2R00,00 αβ∗R00,11
α∗βR11,00 |β|2R11,11

)
CE

, (30)

σΨ(τ) = |Ψ±〉〈Ψ±| ⊗
(
|α|2R11,11 αβ∗R11,00
α∗βR00,11 |β|2R00,00

)
CE

. (31)

Here
Rii,jj(τ) = wii(τ)R(0)w†jj(τ) (32)

(in this Section we use a full index notation Rii,jj for clarity rather than the abbreviated one Rij
used elsewhere). In the main text these states are written in a compact way in eqs (5) and (6). Note
that the difference between the two states in the CE part lies in the environmental operators Rii,jj
having their indices interchanged. This leads to the similar states of C of the form (7) with eventually
c(τ) ↔ c∗(τ). Thus, the degree of coherence of qubit C is the same, but there may be a difference in
the phases.
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We are now ready for the second teleportation process. Its aim is to propagate the state of C further
on the same time increasing its fidelity w.r.t. the original state. To this aim, we prepare additional
qubits A′B′ in the Bell state corresponding to the first Bell measurement result. This will serve as
the entanglement resource. Thus, the second teleportation step starts with the state (30) or (31) as
the initial state, but with the Bell states prepared on additional qubits A′B′. In both cases, the first
the decoherence process acts on the Bell states. We assume it acts for the same duration τ as in the
first step. Then a Bell measurement is performed on qubits B′C, followed by the appropriate unitary
operation on qubit A′. Since now the initial resource for the teleportation is an arbitrary Bell state,
the corrective unitary operations will depend on the results of both measurements and will be given
by some permutation of the set (29). We will explicitly state the correct unitaries in what follows.

A.1 Second step: first measurement outcome |Φ±〉
We take (30) as the starting point. In this case, the decoherence is described by the same conditional
environmental operators wii(τ) as in the first teleportation. The state of the whole system after the
action of the decoherence (4) on A′B′E is given by:

σdecΦ±(τ) = 1
2


|α|2R00,00

00,00 αβ∗R00,00
00,11 ±|α|2R00,11

00,00 ±αβ∗R00,11
00,11

α∗βR00,00
11,00 |β|2R00,00

11,11 ±α∗βR00,11
11,00 ±|β|2R00,11

11,11
±|α|2R11,00

00,00 ±αβ∗R11,00
00,11 |α|2R11,11

00,00 αβ∗R11,11
00,11

±α∗βR11,00
11,00 ±|β|2R11,00

11,11 α∗βR11
11,00 |β|2R11,11

11,11

 . (33)

The rows and columns are ordered as: |000〉, |001〉, |110〉, |111〉 and the trivial rows and columns have
been omitted. The environmental operators are given by:

Rkk,qqii,jj (τ) = wkk(τ)wii(τ)R(0)w†jj(τ)w†qq(τ), (34)

the indices i, j describe the decoherence process before the first teleportation, while the indices k, q
correspond to the second one.

Now the Bell measurement is performed on the qubits B′C and suitable correction unitaries are
applied to qubit A′. Like in the first step, there are four cases here, arranged in two families.
The second outcome |Φ±〉. It is easy to check that the following operations will perform the

suitable corrections on A′ in this case:

UΦ+Φ+ = UΦ−Φ− = 1, UΦ+Φ− = UΦ−Φ+ = σz, (35)

where UΦΦ′ corresponds to the case when the first Bell measurement resulted in Φ, while the second
in Φ′. The final state of AE is in this case given by:

ρΦΦ
A′E(τ) =

(
|α|2R00,00

00,00 αβ∗R00,11
00,11

α∗βR11,00
11,00 |β|2R11,11

11,11

)
. (36)

The coherence of A′ is obtained by tracing out the environment from (36) and is given by eq. (11).
The second outcome |Ψ±〉. The corrective unitaries are now given by:

UΦ+Ψ+ = UΦ−Ψ− = σx, UΦ+Ψ− = UΦ−Ψ+ = iσy, (37)

and lead to the following state:

ρΦΨ
A′E(τ) =

(
|α|2R11,11

00,00 αβ∗R11,00
00,11

α∗βR00,11
11,00 |β|2R00,00

11,11

)
. (38)

The coherence of A′ obtained from the state (38) is given by (12). For commuting conditional evolution
operators wii, it is in this case that we observe the purification.
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A.2 Second step: first measurement outcome |Ψ±〉
The starting state is now (31). There is no qualitative difference between this case and the teleportation
procedure described in the previous section, with the exception of the decoherence process, which is
now governed by different environmental evolution operators: w01(τ) and w10(τ). This is because the
Bell states are now superpositions of states from a different subspace of the two qubit Hilbert space.

After the decoherence process, the state (31) takes the form

σdecΨ±(τ) = 1
2


|α|2R01,01

11,11 αβ∗R01,01
11,00 ±|α|2R01,10

11,11 ±αβ∗R01,10
11,00

α∗βR01,01
00,11 |β|2R01,01

00,00 ±α∗βR01,10
00,11 ±|β|2R01,10

00,00
±|α|2R10,01

11,11 ±αβ∗R10,01
11,00 |α|2R10,10

11,11 αβ∗R10,10
11,00

±α∗βR10,01
00,11 ±|β|2R10,01

00,00 α∗βR10,10
00,11 |β|2R10,10

00,00

 . (39)

The second outcome |Φ±〉. The correct unitaries are given by:

UΨ+Φ+ = UΨ−Φ− = σx, UΨ+Φ− = UΨ−Φ+ = iσy, (40)

which leads to the following state:

ρΨΦ
A′E(τ) =

 |α|2R10,10
11,11(τ) αβ∗R10,01

11,00(τ)
α∗βR01,10

00,11(τ) |β|2R01,01
00,00(τ)

 , (41)

and the coherence of the qubit A′ is:

C ′Φ(τ) = TrE [w†00(τ)w†01(τ)w10(τ)w11(τ)R(0)]. (42)

The second outcome |Ψ±〉. The corrective unitaries are now given by:

UΨ+Ψ+ = UΨ−Ψ− = 1, UΨ+Ψ− = UΨ−Ψ+ = σz, (43)

and lead to the following state:

ρΨΨ
A′E(τ) =

(
|α|2R01,01

11,11 αβ∗R01,10
11,00

α∗βR10,01
00,11 |β|2R10,10

00,00

)
, (44)

so the coherence is given by:

C ′Ψ(τ) = TrE [w†00(τ)w†10(τ)w01(τ)w11(τ)R(0)]. (45)

B Ψ± initial state
In case the first teleportation process is performed using the Bell state |Ψ±〉BC (instead of |Φ+〉BC
in eq. (1)), the difference in the whole scenario boils down to exchanging the conditional evolution
operators of the environment according to:

ŵ00(τ)↔ ŵ01(τ), ŵ11(τ)↔ ŵ10(τ). (46)

This means that the operators governing the initial decoherence process are now ŵ01(τ) and ŵ10(τ),
influencing the state in eq. (6) accordingly, so that the coherence of the qubit C is now given by

c(τ) ≡ TrE [w†10(τ)w01(τ)R(0)] (47)

instead of (8).
As before, the amount of coherence present in the state of qubit A at the end of the protocol

depends on the measurement outcome in the first teleportation, which determines the decoherence
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which happens before the second teleportation, and on the outcome of the last measurement. If the
first measurement outcome is |Ψ±〉AB then instead of (11) and (12) we obtain:

CΨ(τ) ≡ TrE [w†201(τ)w2
10(τ)R(0)], (48)

CΦ(τ) ≡ TrE [w†01(τ)w†01(τ)w10(τ)w01(τ)R(0)], (49)

where the indexes Φ and Ψ indicate two possible second measurement outcomes. The purifing condition
(13) now reads:

[w01, w10] = 0, (50)
leading to

CΦ(τ) = 1. (51)
If the first measurement outcome does not match the initial Bell state then the coherence of qubit

A′ at the end is given by

C ′Ψ(τ) ≡ TrE [w†10(τ)w†00(τ)w11(τ)w01(τ)R(0)], (52)

C ′Φ(τ) ≡ TrE [w†10(τ)w†11(τ)w00(τ)w01(τ)R(0)]. (53)

As before, each of the cases (48), (49), (52), (53) happen with the same probability of 1/4 so that the
purifying teleportation (51) happens in 25% cases.

C C-factors in the spin-boson model
Decoehernce factors (11), (12) and (15), (16) correspond to a “stroboscopic decoherence” – a deco-
herence process, interrupted by measurements. They contain four conditional evolution operators wij
unlike the usually studied decoherence factors which contain two. We will find them for the Φ± initial
state as studied in the main text. The calculations for Ψ± are analogous. Let us first recall the well
known form of wij . We will first slightly change the notation for the later convenience, orginizing the
double index ij into a vector ε = (ε1, ε2), where εm = ∓1/2 corresponds to i = 0, 1. In the interaction
picture, wε are then given by [37] (we are dropping the environmental mode index k for clarity):

wIε = D [α(τ)ε · g] eiξ(τ)|ε·g|2 , (54)

where D(·) is the displacement operator, g = g(e−ikr1 , e−ikr2) is the vector of coupling constants, and
the time-dependent functions read:

α(τ) = 1− eiωτ

ω
, (55)

ξ(τ) = ωτ − sinωτ
ω2 . (56)

We calculate
Tr[w†aw

†
bwcwdR(0)]. (57)

Since R(0) is a thermal state, it commutes with the free Hamiltonian of the environment and we can
use the interaction picture. Using multiple times the composition law for the displacement operators
D(a)D(b) = e(ab∗−a∗b)/2D(a+ b) and the thermal average formula:

Tr[D(a)%T ] = exp
[
−|a|

2

2 coth(βω2 )
]

(58)

we find:

Tr[w†aw
†
bwcwdR(0)] = ei(φ0+φ+φ′+φ+)×

exp
[
−|α(τ)|2

2 |(c+ d− (a+ b)) · g|2 coth(βω2 )
]
, (59)
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where

φ0 = ξ(τ)
(
|c · g|2 + |d · g|2 − |a · g|2 − |b · g|2

)
(60)

iφ = |α(τ)|2

2 [(a · g)(b · g∗)− (a · g∗)(b · g)] (61)

iφ′ = |α(τ)|2

2 [(c · g)(d · g∗)− (c · g∗)(d · g)] (62)

iφ+ = |α(τ)|2

2
[
((a+ b) · g∗)((c+ d) · g)− ((a+ b) · g)((c+ d) · g∗)

]
. (63)

Calculation is now straightforward. For example, CΦ corresponds to a = b = (1
2 ,

1
2), c = d = (−1

2 ,−
1
2).

The phase factors in (59) all vanish and

|α(τ)|2 = 2(1− cosωτ)
ω2 , (64)

|(c+ d− (a+ b)) · g|2 = 8|g|2[1 + cos(k(r1 − r2))]. (65)

Restoring the multimode character of the environment, labeled by the index k, introducing spectral
density J(ω) =

∑
k |gk|2δ(ω − ωk), and the time-of-flight parameter t̄ via k|r1 − r2| = ωt̄, we obtain

from (59):

lnCΦ = −8
∫
dωJ(ω)1− cosωτ

ω2 coth(ωβ2 )
(
1 + cosωt̄

)
. (66)

The other factors are calculated analogously. For all of them the phase factors in (59) vanish and the
resulting quantities are real. In particular, CΨ(τ) ≡ TrE [w†11(τ)w†00(τ)w11(τ)w00(τ)R(0)] corresponds
to a = c = (1

2 ,
1
2), b = d = (−1

2 ,−
1
2) for which

|(c+ d− (a+ b)) · g|2 = 0 (67)

so that CΨ(τ) = 1. This looks formally like a Decoherence Free Subspace (DFS) condition but it is
defined in a two-step decoherence process.

D The general d-dit case

Here we study a generalization to arbitrary d-dimensional systems, using the original teleportation
protocol from [9]. It is defined by the following measurements and correction unitaries:

|Ψnm〉 = 1√
d

d−1∑
j=0

e
2πijn
d |j, j ⊕m〉, (68)

Unm =
d−1∑
j=0

e
2πijn
d |j〉〈j ⊕m|. (69)

where n,m ∈ [0, d − 1] just like the basis indicies j, j′, k, k′, · · · and ⊕ is the addition modulo d here.
We start with the following initial state:

σ(0) = |ψ〉A〈ψ| ⊗ |Ψ00〉BC〈Ψ00| ⊗R(0), (70)

where

|ψ〉 =
d−1∑
j=0

ψj |j〉 (71)
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and |Ψ00〉 denotes now the maximally entangled state 1/
√
d
∑
j |jj〉, according to the notation of (68),

which we will use throughout this Section. From (4), (68), and (69)) it is easy to see that the total
state after the first teleportaion step and conditioned on the measurement result nm is given by:

σ̃nm(τ) = |Ψnm〉AB〈Ψnm| ⊗
1
d2

∑
j,j′

ψjψ
∗
j′ |j〉C〈j′| ⊗Rj⊕m,j′⊕m, (72)

where
Rij = wii(τ)R(0)w†jj(τ). (73)

The first step thus introduces the following decoherence factors into the teleported state:

cmjj′(τ) = TrE
[
w†j′⊕m,j′⊕mwj⊕m,j⊕mR(0)

]
, (74)

(they do not depend on the index n which is responsible for differenciating the entangled states by the
phase factors).

In the second step, we first prepare the additional qudits A′B′ in the state corresponding to the first
measurement, i.e. if the measurement result was nm, the initial state is given by |Ψnm〉A′B′〈Ψnm| ⊗
Rk⊕m,k′⊕m. The decoherence process (4) then affects the entangled state. It is important that it
couples to the same environment E as in the first step. The resulting state reads:

UA′B′E σ̃nm(τ)U †A′B′E = 1
d3

∑
jj′kk′

e
2πin
d

(k−k′)ψjψ
∗
j′ |k〉A′〈k′|

⊗ |k ⊕m, j〉B′C〈k′ ⊕m, j′|⊗ wk,k⊕mRj⊕m,j′⊕mw
†
k′,k′⊕m. (75)

Now we perfom the second teleportation: i) We measure the system B′C in the basis |Ψnm〉; let us
assume the result is n′m′; ii) We apply a correction unitary from the set (69). We note that unlike in
the first step, the entangled resource is now a general state |Ψnm〉 (cf. (72)) rather then Ψ00 to which
the sets (68), (69) were tailored. Because of this, the corresponding correction unitary is in general not
given by Un′m′ but is some permuted one UNM , where the indicies N,M will be determined below to
reproduce the initial state |ψ〉. To avoid excessive algebraic complications in one step, we first apply
the measurement and the corrective operation to the appropriate systems:

〈Ψn′m′ |k ⊕m, j〉 · UNM |k〉 = 1√
d

∑
lr

e
2πi
d

(−n′l+Nr)δl,k⊕mδj,l⊕m′δk,r⊕M |r〉 (76)

The delta symbols force that k = r ⊕M and j = r ⊕M ⊕m⊕m′. Applying (76) to (75), we obtain
the following (unnormalized) state of A′E:

%̃
(2)
A′E(τ) =

∑
jj′rr′

ψjψ
∗
j′

d4 eiϕδj,r⊕M⊕m⊕m′δj′,r′⊕M⊕m⊕m′ |r〉〈r′|⊗ wr⊕M,r⊕M⊕mRj⊕m,j′⊕mw
†
r′⊕M,r′⊕M⊕m,

(77)
where for brevity’s sake we neglected the indices nmn′m′ labeling the state %̃A′E just substituting them
with the superscript (2) indicating the sate after the second step of the protocol. The phase ϕ is equal
to:

ϕ = 2π
d

[
n
(
r ⊕M − r′ ⊕M

)
− n′

(
r ⊕M ⊕m− r′ ⊕M ⊕m

)
+N(r− r′)

]
≡ 2π

d
(r− r′)

[
n− n′ +N

]
,

(78)
since the differences of modular sums generate at most an extra ±d term, which in turn shifts the
phase by an irrelevant factor ±2π(n− n′). To complete the teleportation, we have to find the proper
values of the indices N,M , properly correcting the state of A′. From (78) it is clear that in order to
get rid of the phase factor, N must be chosen as:

N = n′ 	 n = (n′ − n)modd. (79)
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Looking at the arguments of delta symbols in (77), we see that in order to reproduce the correct state
on A′, we must have r = j and r′ = j′. Let us choose

M =
[
d− (m⊕m′)

]
mod d. (80)

Then it is easy to check that
M ⊕m⊕m′ = 0, (81)

because by definition a = m⊕m′ ∈ [0, d− 1] and M ⊕ a = d− a+ a− d = 0 from the definition of the
modular sum (the other case is trivial as for a = 0, M = 0 from its definition). Hence

r ⊕M ⊕m⊕m′ = r (82)

in (77), forcing through the delta symbols that r = j and r′ = j′ as needed. We thus finally obtain:

%̃
(2)
A′E(τ) = 1

d4

∑
jj′

ψjψ
∗
j′ |j〉〈j′|⊗ wj⊕M,j⊕M⊕mRj⊕m,j′⊕mw

†
j′⊕M,j′⊕M⊕m, (83)

so that the protocol outputs the following family of teleported states:

%A
′

mm′ =
∑
jj′

ψjψ
∗
j′C

mm′
jj′ |j〉〈j′|, (84)

where:
Cmm

′
jj′ (τ) = TrE

[
wj⊕M,j⊕M⊕mwj⊕m,j⊕mR(0)w†j′⊕m,j′⊕mw

†
j′⊕M,j′⊕M⊕m

]
. (85)

are decoherence factors between the levels jj′ and M is defined by (80). We note that the teleported
states do not depend on the indicies n, n′ so there is a d2-fold degeneracy, leading to d2/d4 = d2 distinct
states with equal probabilities 1/d2

Let us study the possibility of reversing the decoherence. Analogously to the qubit case, we assume
the commutativity condition

[wii(τ), wjj(τ)] = 0, for every i, j (86)

motivated by the fact that it is satisfied in many important models. Then, the only possibility to
reverse the decoherence completely, i.e. on all the off diagonal terms of (84), is to find combinations of
m,m′, such that the corresponding states have all of the d(d− 1)/2 decoherence factors of the form :

TrE
[
wllRklw

†
kk

]
= TrE

[
w†kkw

†
llwkkwllR(0)

]
. (87)

Looking at (85), the necessary condition for this is

m = 0 (88)

as m is shifting the second index of wj⊕M,j⊕M⊕m and we need both indicies to be the same. For m = 0
the decoherence factors take the form:

TrE
[
w†j′j′w

†
j′⊕M,j′⊕Mwj⊕M,j⊕MwjjR(0)

]
. (89)

In order for all of them to be of the form (87), the following condition would have to be satisfied:

∀jj′, j 6= j′ ∃M 6= 0 : j = j′ ⊕M and j′ = j ⊕M (90)

(M = 0 leads to the factors containing [w†kk]2w2
ll 6= 1, cf. (11)). In particular, it would imply that:

M = j 	 j′ (91)

and on the same timeM would be independent of jj′ for all j 6= j′. But this can happen only in d = 2,
where there are only two levels and one nonzero M = 1 switching between them.
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One may ask if a partial purification is possible, when only some of the coherences are restored. This
is indeed the case as one of the two conditions (90) can always be satisfied for any M . It happens for
the levels jj′ of the form:

(j, j ⊕M), 0 ≤ j ≤ d− 1. (92)

For every such a pair jj′, the decoherence factor (89) does not in general reduce to unity like it was in
the qubit case but instead reduces under (86) to the one-step form (11):

TrE
[
w†j⊕2M,j⊕2MwjjR(0)

]
. (93)

There are in general d such reduced decoherence factors in each of the d states (84) with m = 0, m′
arbitrary. In particular, for a qutrit d = 3 all decoherence factors are reduced in each of the 3 states
(m = 0,m′) as there are d(d− 1)/2 = 3 off-diagonal elements in each state.

For an even dimension d, a further, full reduction can happen for a special state with M = d/2.
Indeed, since M = d/2, 2M = d and j⊕M = j in (93). Due to the symmetry around d/2, the distinct
levels for which this happens are given by:

(j, j + d/2), 0 ≤ j < d/2, (94)

and there are d/2 of them in the state m = 0,M = d/2 = m′ (cf. (80)). The rest of the d(d − 2)/2
decoherence factors are not reduced. We recall that we were considering above only cases with m = 0
as otherwise there is no chance for even a partial purification under (86).

Summarizing, for an arbitrary dimension d > 2 a partial supression/reversal of decoherence is
possible. It can happen only for those instances when the first Bell measurement gives m = 0 result.
We then have:

• For everym′, there will be levels jj′ in the corresponding state %0m′ (84), such that the decoherence
factors (85) between them reduce to the one-step form (93), i.e. like if only one decoherence process
has happened. There are d such levels, described by (92).

• Additionally, when d is even, the state corresponding to m′ = d/2 will have d/2 of its coherences
(94) fully restored to the original form like if no decoherence has happened at all.
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